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Abstractor 

NAVAL  AIR  OPERATIONS  WITHIN  THE  ROLE  OF  JFACC: 
LESSONS  LEARNED  AND  FUTURE  ROLES 


This  pcper  deals  with  how  naval  air  operations  are  integrating  as  part  of  the  JFACC. 
It  will  analyze  naval  air  qierations  in  the  Korean  war  and  the  Persian  Gulf  war  as  a  means 
to  determine  where  luval  aviation  is  today.  The  Navy  learned  several  valuable  lesscms 
during  DESERT  STORM.  The  Navy  has  made  great  progress  toward  becoming  fully 
*^oint”  with  the  other  services.  The  qwstion  that  must  be  answered  is:  how  does  naval 
leadership  intend  to  support  joint  operations,  specifically,  the  JFACC?  Can  we  allow 
ourselves  to  plan  for  the  next  conflict  based  on  the  last  war  fought?  Military  history  is  full 
examples  that  must  not  be  repeated 

This  peqier  proposes  Jdnt  air  education  training,  full  integration  into  the  JFACC 
staff,  accelerating  C4I  systems  to  the  fleet,  and  operational  training  exercises  as  the  uay  for 
tomorrow’s  joint  offlcer  to  be  ready  when  called  upon. 


PREFACE 


The  author  of  this  pe^  has  paitidpated  in  several  joint  and  combined  military 
exercises.  Most  reoendy.  I  was  assigned  to  the  USS  INDEPENDENCE  (CV-62),  forward- 
based  in  Yokosuka.  Japan.  Assigned  as  the  Assistant  Strike  Operations  (Xficer.  I  was 
diiecdy  involved  with  DESERT  STORM/SOUTHERN  WATCH  operation  in  the  Persian 
Oulf  fronri^y  to  September  1991  PiitMr  to  leaving  die  ship,  I  was.  again,  direcdy 
involved  with  planning  for  air  operadons  during  TEAM  SPIRIT  ‘93. 1  also  have  had  the 
painful  (Measure  of  trying  to  “oommunicate**  via  CAFMS  and  CTAPS.  Several  assumptions 
are  based  upon  those  experiences  as  the  Assistant  Strike  Operations  Offlcer. 


NAVAL  AIR  OPERATIONS  WITHIN  THE  ROLE  OF  JFACC:  LESSONS 
LEARNED  AND  FUTURE  ROLES 
INTRODUCTION 


...  Saturdayt  24  Deambtr  1994:  The  Democratic  People*t 
Republic  of  Korea  (DPRK)  invades  southward  into  the  Republic  of  Korea 
(ROK)  in  an  attempt  to  unify  the  Korean  peninsula  by  force.  Despite 
increased  tensions  for  the  past  few  months  between  all  parties  concerned 
and  several  limited  incidents  along  the  Demilitarized  Zone  (DMZ),  United 
States  and  ROK  leadership  are  taken  aback  and  the  combined  V.S.-ROK 
forces  north  of  Seoul  are  being  driven  southward. 

...  Monday^  26  December  1994:  Commander,  Seventh  Fleet, 
embcurked  aboard  USS  Blue  Ridge  and  enroute  to  the  Sea  of  Japan,  is 
directed  to  make  preparations  to  embark  the  Combined  Force  Commander 
(CFC)  and  his  Joint  Force  Air  Component  Commander  (JFACC).  Battle 
degradation  of  critical  Command,  Control,  Communications,  Computers 
and  Intelligence  (C41)  systems  have  rendered  useless  the  ability  to 
command  and  control  combined  military  actions  from  ashore. 

Given  this  hypothetical  scenario,  would  the  Navy  be  prepared  to  handle  this 
situation  or  other  ccnnparable  contingencies?  Would  naval  personnel  be  availaUe,  trained 
and  aUe  to  operate  as  part  of,  or  support  embarking,  an  afloat  JFACC  staff?  Can 
shipboard  C4l  support  an  afloat  JFACC  staff?  What  if  the  CFC  were  a  ROK  military 
oommandei?  Would  U.S.  national  and  military  leadership  su|^x)rt  or  choose  not  to  support 
co-locating  the  ROK  CFC  and  associated  RCK  perscmnel  in  this  situation?  Each  of  these 
questions  raises  several  issues  that  current  joint  docoine,  policy  and  guidance  need  to 
consider  before  U.S.  forces  confront  them  during  a  time  critical  situation. 
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Although  air  operations  in  DESERT  STORM  were  undoubtedly  successful 
overall,  the  fact  remains  that  more  needs  to  be  done  to  encourage  jointness  and  unity  erf* 
effort  Service  reluctance  to  integrate  and  equipment  interoperability  problems  need  to 
continue  to  improve.'  Furthermore,  planning  and  training  for  joint  operations  and 
acquisitiem  programs  for  equipment  modernization  need  to  recognize  the  uniqueness  of  the 
Gulf  war.  We  should  not  be  lulled  into  (banning  the  ne.xt  war  based  solely  upon  U.S. 
successes  of  the  Gulf  war  either,  because  potential  enemies  will  analyze  U.S.  successes 
and  failures  in  an  efftai  to  exploit  potential  weaknesses.  In  the  next  conflict  invdving  U.S. 
forces,  we  may  not  have  the  advantages  of  airfields  waiting  for  our  aircraft,  superior  port 
facilities  waiting  rex’  our  logistics  might  or,  mOTe  importantly,  a  cooperative  enemy  that  unll 
allow  us  the  time  to  prepare  prior  to  hostilities.  If  Kim  11  Sung  decides  to  unify  the  Korean 
peninsula  by  force,  his  forces  most  likely  will  attempt  to  overrun  U.S.-ROK  forces, 
destroying  the  ROK  military  infrastructure  and  denying  the  initiative  desired  by  U.S. 
military  commanders. 

This  paper  will  examine  the  U.S.  Navy’s  role  in  support  of  joint  or  combined  air 
operations  and  how  the  Navy  might  better  prepare  itself  to  su|^x)rt  an  afloat  JFACC  or 
command  as  the  JFACC.  Chapter  II  reviews  background  information  concerning  joint  air 
qjerations  and  defines  command  and  control  relationships.  Chapter  III  compares  historical 
perspectives  of  jcxnt  air  operations  during  the  Korean  War  and  the  “Air  Campaign”*  during 
the  Persian  Gulf  War  to  demonstrate  the  difference  in  service  doctrine.  Chapter  IV 
examines  recent  joint  exercises  designed  to  test,  train,  and  operate  a  JFACC  afloat  and 
ashore,  and  how  specific  lessons  learned  and  conclusions  drawn  from  these  exercises  may 
aid  naval  planners. 


'  CoiMreM.HoiMe.  Aimed  SenicaConunince.  Defense  for  a  New  Era:  Lessons  of  ihe  Pfersim  Gulf 
iqMft  picpend  by  Let  Aspin  and  William  Oiddosoo,  lOZdOmg.,  2d  seas.,  30  March  1992, 
Wnhingloii,  D.C.,  U.S.  Oovemment  Fiinticg  Office.  42. 

*  There  it  a  differenoe  of  opinioa  among  the  services  oo  the  use  of  Ihe  word  "campaign.*'  Joint  Pub  3-0, 
Doctrine  for  Joint  Ooeiations.definei  a  camoaigi  Plan  at  "a  Dlap  for  a  series  of  rdated  military  operations 
aimed  to  acoompUth  strategic  and  opermiondotg^ves  within  a  given  time  and  space."  Joint  Pub  1.  Joint 
mrfareoftheU.S.  Armed  Forces  further  detcribcacamptigns  at  the  “integration  a^  harmonization  of 
operations  on  land  and  tea,  undersea,  and  in  the  air  and  ^woe."  For  the  purposes  of  this  paper,  operations  of 
theater  air  are  referred  to  at  Air  operations  instead  H*  the  "Air  campaign." 
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The  question  of  supporting  a  ROK  CFC  and  associated  personnel  raises  an 
interesting  set  of  circumstances  that  should  be  considered  since  this  is  a  very  real  possibility 
in  the  near-term  future.  Current  Joint  doctrine  briefly  discusses  integrating  liaison 
personnel  into  the  JFACC  staff  to  coordinate,  deconflict  arxl  assist  with  airspace  and  air 
operations;  however,  there  is  no  discussirm  on  iix^rporating  allied  command  leadership  in 
the  JFACC  organization.*  Chapter  V  makes  reconmendations  for  designing  and  training 
for  future  joint  and  combined  exercises  that  involve  estaMishing  a  JFACC,  and  discusses 
how  combined  operations  integrating  allied  ccxnmand  leadership  in  future  events  would 
impact  upon  the  JFACC. 


*  Joim  Oitefs  of  Stair,  “Comnund  and  Gntrol  for  Joint  Ai'  OperadoDs,’*  Joint  Pub  3-56.1  Draft 
^Msbingtoa,  D  C:  30  July  1992, 15. 


Joint  Air  Operations  Theory  Mid  Structure 


JFACC  Assignment 

A  primaiy  concern  of  the  JFC  is  to  achieve  unity  of  effort  to  accomplish  the 

strategic  and  operational  goals  desired.  Unity  of  eflbrt  encompasses  “solidarity  of  purpose. 

effort,  and  command.  It  directs  all  energies,  assets,  and  activities,  physical  and  mental, 

toward  desired  ends.***  To  facilitate  comtlination  of  the  overall  air  effort,  the  JPC  has  the 

authority  to  assign  a  JFACC.  Joint  air  qierations  and  command  and  control  of  air 

qierations  enables  the  JFACC  to  sequence  and  synduonize  efforts  of  comixned  air  forces 

in  support  of  the  JFC's  concept  of  operations.  The  JFACC. 

...  derives  authority  from  the  joint  force  commander  who  has  the  authority  to  exercise 
operational  control,  assign  missions,  direct  coordination  among  subordinate 
commanders,  redirect  ar^  organize  forces  to  ensure  unity  of  effort  in  the 
accomplishment  of  the  overall  mission.  The  joint  force  commander  will  normally 
designiue  a  joint  force  air  component  commander.  The  joint  force  air  cmnponent 
commander’s  responsibilities  will  be  assigned  by  the  joint  force  commander  (normally 
these  would  include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  planning,  coordination,  allocation,  and 
tasking  based  on  the  joint  force  commander’s  guidmce  and  authority,  and  in 
coordination  with  other  service  compcmoit  ccxnmanders  and  other  assigned  or 
supportng  commanders,  the  joint  force  air  component  ccmmander  will  recommend  to 
the  joint  force  commander  appuiimunent  of  air  sorties  to  various  missions  or 
geogr^rfiic  area.* 

This  definition  of  the  JFACC  emphasizes  urthority,  coordination,  responsibility  and 
tasking.  Given  this  frameworit,  the  JFACC  will  establish  a  command  structure  that 
deffnes  the  overall  command  and  control  responsibility  for  air  operations.  Consequently, 
communications  planning  and  C4I  systems  must  be  interoperable  and  standardized,  and 

4 


*  Mm  M.  Collin*,  Grind  Stntegv:  ftindrit*  md  ftictice  f  AnnaDOli*.  Md.:  Nival  Institute  IVess. 
1973).  2& 

*  Mnt  Chiefs  of  Staff.  ‘Doctrine  for  Joint  Operations,”  Joint  Pub  3-0.  Washington,  D.C.:  9  Sqrtember 
1993,  OL-9.  Approved  for  inclusion  in  the  next  edio'oo  of  Joint  I^ib  1-02. 
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personnel  trained  and  familiar  with  systems  and  procedures/  This  a  challenging  ideal  even 
amon^  joint  service  operations,  but  even  more  so  during  combined  operations  with  our 
allies. 

Thp?rY 

The  JFACC  can  be  incorporated  into  the  joint  force  organizaticm  as  a  staff 
function  of  the  JFC  Circumstances  for  this  arrangement  might  be  best  suited  to  lesser-scale 
operations.  A  second  amsideration  is  the  JFACC  assigned  as  arm  of  */ie  JFC,  independent 
of  service  component  commands.  Circumstartces  for  this  arrangement  may  involve  unique 
missitms.  Third,  and  most  common,  is  to  assign  a  service  component  commander  as  the 
JFACC  in  addition  to  his  component  responsibilities.  Finally,  the  JFACC  can  be  assigned 
as  an  equivalent  to  and  independent  of  the  service  ctxnptments.  Circumstances  for  this 
arrangement  may  be  similar  to  the  second  consideration  encompassing  unique  mission 
requirements.^ 

Current  doctrine  suggests  the  third  consideration  as  the  primary  method  for 
assigning  a  JFACC.  Furthermore,  current  doctrine  suggests  assignment  should  be  made 
based  on  which  service  component  commander  possesses  the  preponderance  of  air  assets. 
But  it  is  critically  important  that  the  assigned  JFACC  have  the  proper  facilities, 
communications  systems  and  a  properly  manned  and  trained  staff.*  In  most  cases,  JFACC 
assignment  should  be  based  on  preponderance  of  air  assets.  However,  assignment  of  a 
JFACC  should  equally  weigh  considerations  for  command  and  control  capabilities  based  on 
location  if  existing  C4I  infrastructure  and  interoperability  are  deficien'  at  his  prin:ary 
location.  Consider,  for  example,  an  Air  Force  component  commander,  assigned  as  JFACC, 
operating  from  an  afloat  command  and  control  ship,  USS  Blue  Ridge  (LCC-19),  or ,  vice 
versa,  a  Naval  component  commander,  assigned  with  prepcmderance  of  air  assets, 
operating  from  ashore. 


*  JCS.  Xommaad  and  ContFol  for  Joint  Air  Opcrtfions.'*  6. 

*  Maureen  A.  Wigge.The  Joint  Faroe  Air  Component  Commmder  Theory  aid  Practice  fAlnapdria. 
Va.:  center  for  Naval  Analysis,  1993),  6«,  CRM  92-195. 

*  JCS,  “Connnaiid  and  Control  for  Jdnt  Air  Operations,”  8. 


Command  and  Control 

Regardless  of  forces  and  location,  the  primary  concern  for  the  JFACC  must  be 
his  ability  to  clearly  and  effectively  synchronize  the  combined  air  effort  and  coordinate  with 
component  commanders.  Synchronization  is  the  function  that  ensures  that  all  elements  of 
the  operational  force  are  efficiently  employed  to  maximize  the  sum  of  their  effects  beyond 
the  sum  o[  their  individual  capabilities.  Synchronization  is  obtained  only  through  use  of 
responsive  and  timely  command,  control,  communications  and  computer  systems.* 

‘The  clear  articulation  of  aims  and  objectives...  are  fundamental  prerequisites  for 

unity  effort”'*  Unity  of  effort  should  not  be  confused  with  unity  of  command. 
Command  and  control  functions  are  elements  that  make  unity  of  effort  possible. 
Understanding  command  relationships  between  the  JFC,  JFACC  and  the  service 
compcments  are  important  balancing  the  JFACC's  use  of  air  power  within  the  theater  of 

operations. 

The  JFACC  supports  the  JFC’s  concept  of  operations  by  managing  air  assets 
through  an  air  tasking  process  (commonly  referred  to  as  the  air  tasking  cycle)  which 
comprises  aiqrortionment,  allocation,  allotment  and  tasking  of  sorties.  The  air  tasking  cycle 
provides  a  means  of  requesting  and  scheduling  air  sorties  to  achieve  specific  objectives  of 
the  joint  force,  it  is  designed  to  assure  optimum  distribution  of  limited  assets  which  must 
perfcHm  a  wide  range  of  missions;  and  it  is  a  continuous  process." 

The  JFC’s  apportionment  decisitm  is  based  on  recommendations  frcm  the 
JFACC,  Joint  Targeting  Coordination  Board  (JTCB)'* .  and  service  component 
commaiKlers.  The  JFC’s  guidance  reflects  his  warfighting  objectives  and  priorities  and  is 
promulgated  as  such  to  service  component  commanders.  Each  of  the  air  capable  service 

*  •Y’nwmmiH  id  rnniml."  )^val  War  College.  Onerali&iis  Deal..  NWC  3152.  6. 

'*  Joint  Qiieft  of  StafT,  ‘‘Joint  Warfare  of  the  U.S.  Aimed  Forces,”  Joint  Pub  1.  Washington,  D.C.: 

11  Novanber  1991.22. 

"  JCS,  ‘‘Comnand  and  Control  for  Joint  Air  Operations,”  61. 

'*  Wigge,3.  Aooocdiiig  to  the  author  the  ”JTCB  ensures  a  balanced  einpIo>mea'  sll  availaUe  air 
assets  in  the  JFC’s  objectives.  The  JTC8  bdps  bdanoe  the  use  of  air  p'  ax.  betwxn  support 

of  joint  force  otjectives  and  direct  siqipoit  of  service  missions.  In  practice  the  JTCB  has  become  the  JTC's 
agent  for  ensuring  the  cflective  application  of  theater  air  power  77k«  JFACC  Mtnaiiu  tht  principal 
cxcemtiva  agent  for  employing  that  air  power."  (Emphasis  added.) 
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components  informs  the  JFC  and  the  JFACC  of  available  direct  support  and  excess  sorties. 
Sorties  are  mission  events  assigned  to  accomplish  a  specific  task.  Direct  support  sorties  are 
the  service  ccxnponent's  self-imposed  requirements  to  protect  its  assets  or  for  interdiction  of 
targets  within  the  component’s  Area  of  Responsibility  (A OR).  Excess  sorties  are  those 
sorties  made  available  to  support  JFACC  overall  requirements.'*  The  JFACC  reviews  the 
service  component  allocation  and  with  JFC  approval  prepares  to  employ  available  air 
assets  to  accomplish  assigned  missions.  The  final  step  in  the  air  tasking  process  is  to 
inform  the  supporting  and  supported  service  commands  of  tasked  mission  assignments. 
Commands  are  informed  via  an  Air  Tasking  Order  (ATO)  message. 

For  the  most  part,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  debate  concerning  JFACC 
doctrine  seems  to  be  waning.  However,  Air  Force  doctrine  argues  that  the  JFACC  should 
have  operational  control  over  theater  air  to  execute  overall  command  of  the  air.  The 
definition  of  operational  control  (OPCON)  provides  the  commander  “...  full  authority  to 
organize  commands  and  forces  as  the  commander  in  operational  control  considers 
necessary  to  accomplish  assigned  missions.”'*  Conversely,  tactical  control  (TACON)  is  the 
“detailed  and  local  direction  and  control  of  movements  or  maneuvers  necessary  to 
accomplish  missions  or  tasks  assigned.”'*  Several  Air  Force  proponents  view  the  JFACC 
as  a  functional  component  commander  and  argue  that  the  JFACC  should  be  allowed 
OPCON  of  all  theater  air  assets  to  execute  the  overall  air  operation.'*  Perhaps,  this  Air 
Force  preference  for  OPCON  of  air  assets  developed  due  to  the  Air  Force  component 
commaiider  having  dual  command  of  Air  Force  assets  and  being  assigned  as  JFACC  for 
having  the  preponderance  of  air  assets.  The  size  and  complexity  of  joint  air  operations  in 
DESERT  STORM  and  the  Navy’s  insistence  on  retaining  OPCON  probably  frustrated  Air 
Force  jdanners’  ability  to  dictate  missions,  which  the  Air  F^ce  was  familiar  with  from 
previous  exercises. 


’*  JCS,  “CommaDd  and  Control  for  Joint  Operations,”  10. 

'*  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  “Department  of  Defense  IXctionary  of  Military  and  Associated  Tenns,”  Joint 
Pub  1-02.  Washington,  D.C.:  1  December  1989, 262. 

"Ibid,  361. 

"Wigge,  14. 


Similarly,  some  analyses*'  of  joint  air  operations  argue  that  naval  doctrine 
omsidered  the  JFACC  as  a  coordinator  of  air  operations  and  was  comparable  to  the  Air 
Resource  Element  Coordinator  (AREQ  within  the  Composite  Warfare  Commander  (CWC) 
structure  where  the  component  ccmtmanders  also  fuinil  the  rde  of  warfare  commanders. 
The  JFACC/AREC  would  be  responsible  for  coordinating  air  assets  to  fulfill  component 
commanders’  requests  for  air  missions.  Neither  the  Air  Force  nor  the  Navy  arguments  are 
completely  correct,  but  it  easy  to  understand  the  perceived  difference  of  service-spedfic 
theory  and  opinion. 

Assigned  as  the  Assiw  Jit  Strike  Operations  Officer  aboard  USS  Independence 
(CV-62),  I  not  only  coordinated  daily  AREC  functions  within  the  CWC  structure,  but 
participated  in  several  joint  and  combined  operations  and  exercises.'*  During  several  post 
DESERT  STORM  exercises,  differing  service  definitions  and  understanding  of  JFACC 
roles  and  mission  were  observed.  Many  of  the  differences  were,  in  part,  associated  with 
poor  communication  connectivity,  limited  Navy  participation  within  the  JFACC  staff  a.nd 
ingrained  service  prejudice.  Based  on  my  experience,  I  concur  with  the  observation  of  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations,  for  Plans,  Policy  and  C^rations  (DCNO  N3/N5)  that 
the  Navy  ’Tully  subscribes  to  the  operational  concept  that  the  JFACC  is  a  supported 
oommander,”  and  not  a  coordinator.'*  Howe%'er,  recent  experience  “in  the  Fleet” 
demonstrates  that  continuing  efforts  must  be  made  to  understand  better  the  JFACC’s  role 
and  that  added  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  joint  education  and  training,  including  joint 
and  combined  exeaises. 

JFACC  Staff  Integration 

The  establishment  of  the  JFACC  organization  should  be  fully  integrated  and 


"  Peter  P.  Peria  and  oilien.  eds..  The  Naw  and  the  JFACC:  Making  them  Work  Toeciher.  (Alexandria, 
Center  for  Naval  Analyris,  1993),  20-22.  CNR  202.  and  Wigge,  14 
'*  The  author  was  assigned  to  the  USS  Independence  (CV-62)  from  May  1991  to  May 
Operations  and  exercises  included:  Uldu  Focus  Leas  ‘91,  Valiant  Blitz  ‘91,  Desert  Stoim/Southem  Watch, 
andTeam  Spirit  ‘93. 

'*  Deputy  Chief  of  Navti  Operations,  Flans,  Policy  and  Operations,  N3/NS,  Memorandum  to  CNA 
Rqiort  202. The  Naw  and  the  JFACC:  Maldna  Them  Work  Together,  by  Peter  R  Perla  and  others,  eds., 
Ubdassified.  26  August  1993. 
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truly  a  joint  staff  with  representation  in  key  billets  from  all  components  operating  in  the 
theater.  Staff  billets  and  perscmnel  should  be  identified  and  trained  during  joint  exercises  to 
insure  an  effective  transition  to  combat  (^)eratior.s.*  Manning  should  be  predesignated;  and 
educaticm  and  training  should  be  emphasized  so  that  personnel  filling  lallets  receive  the 
appropriate  training  courses  and  schods  to  perform  their  JFACC  duties.  Moreover,  the 
JFACC  staff/organization  operates  around  the  clock  or  24  hours  a  day,  thus  requiring 
personnel  not  only  to  {rian  and  prepare  for  joint  air  operations  but  to  moniun-  events  as 
watchstanders.  Personnel  designated  or  assigned  to  a  JFACC  stalf  need  to  attend  an 
approved  joint  force  air  operations  course  prior  to  participating  in  joint  exercises  or 
operations.*'  Joint  publications  recommend  this  prerequisite  training,  although  very  few 
naval  officers  have  actually  attended  such  joint  courses. 

According  to  an  article  by  Majors  Carpenter  and  McQain,  USAF.  the  Air 
Ccnnmand  and  Staff  College  has  developed  a  new  curriculum  designed  to  understand  better 
campaign  planning  and  the  use  of  joint  air  operaticms.  The  section  on  air  operatitms  sets 
**the  foundation  fo’  mastering  operational  art  in  the  aerospace  domain  and  for  the 
exploitation  of  air  power  in  support  of  US.  national  objectives.  Its  goal  is  to  produce 
students  who  can  plan  and  execute  an  air  campaign...  Students  will  be  able  to  develop  the 
master  attack  (dan  and  be  familiar  with  the  air  tasking  order  process.”  ** 

This  is  exactly  the  ty{)e  of  education  and  training  needed  for  personnel  filling 
JFACC  billets.  Service  commanders  need  to  promote  such  courses  and  encourage  and 
enaUe  the  military’s  best  to  attend.  Mcxeover,  military  leadership  should  be  able  to  combine 
ksy  elements  of  the  air  camfaign  curriculum,  targeteer’s  training,  and  the  Navy’s  Strike 
Leader’s  Attack  Tactics  School  (SLATS)  into  a  streamlined  curriculum  designed  to  educate 
future  warfighters  prior  to  assignment  to  an  integrated  JFACC  staff.  The  Joint  Doctrine  Air 
Campaign  Course  (JDACQ  is  a  two  week  course  that  teaches  the  fundamentals  of  air 
operadons  planning  one  encounters  on  the  JFACC  staff.”  Given  our  hy(x>thetical 

**  JCS,“CQiiiiiiaDd  and  Control  for  Joint  Air  Openlioiis.’'  10. 

« Ibid..  11. 

"  Mason  P.Capenter,  and  OeorgeT.  McClain.  “Air  Conunand  and  Staff  College  Air  Canpaiirn 
Coarse."  Airoower  Journal.  7.  no.  3.  tFaU  1933):  81. 

**  Maris  McCnbb.  "Air  Campaign  Flanning."  Airoower  Journal.  7.  no.2.  (Summer  1993);  12. 
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scenario,  will  the  USS  Blue  Ridge  (LCC>19)  be  staffed  with  qualified  personnel  educated 
and  trained  to  operate  as  part  of  an  afloat  JFACC  or  will  personnel  outside  the  command 
have  to  be  transferred  in  to  man  and  support  joint  air  opei-^tions?  In  a  time  critical  war, 
dreumstanoes  probaUy  will  not  wait  for  the  experts  to  arrive. 

Communications 

Experiences  and  lessons  learned  from  the  Gulf  War  clearly  demonstrated  the 

services’  poor  communications  intert^rability.  Since  then  each  of  the  services  has  sought 
to  improve  existing  hardware  and  to  acquire  and  modernize  interoperable  systems.  The  C4 
Systems  Directorate  (J*6),  The  Joint  Staff,  recently  published  its  vision  and  concept  for 
joint  interoperability  among  the  services  entitled  C41  for  the  Warrior.  Today’s  sen'ice  goals 
are  to  obtain  functional  integrated  or  fused  information  based  on  operational  requirements. 
‘The  essence  of  the  C41  for  the  Warntx*  concept  is  his  capability  to  respond  and  coordinate 
horizontally  and  vertical  to  prosecute  effectively  and  successfully  any  mission  in  the 
Battlespace."**  Communicatitxis  systems  are  the  means  by  which  command  and  contrd  of 
forces  are  executed.  It  is  essential  that  information  flows  quickly  and  fredy  through  the 
qipropriate  channds.  Joint  operations  require  service  specific  communications  systems  to 
be  interoperable.  Poor  connectivi^  defeats  the  JFACC’s  executitm  of  air  operations  if  he  is 
unaUe  to  communicate  effectively  with  the  supporting  services.  Such  was  the  case  during 
DESERT  STORM  when  sea-based  commanders  were  unaUe  to  receive  the  ATO  via  the  Air 
Force  developed  CAFMS  (computer  assisted  force  management  system)  due  to  the  aircraft 
carriers’  lack  of  SHF  c^bility.  Additicmally  hampered  by  unacceptable  transmission 
delays  over  existing  communication  channels,  the  carrier-based  commanders  and  their 
airwings  relied  upon  air  courier  service  between  Riyadh,  Saudi  Arabia  and  the  aircraft 
carrier  to  deliver  the  next  day’s  ATO.  From  the  carrier  the  ATO  was  distributed  via 
helicopter  to  the  remaining  ships.  IncompatiUc  u>mmunicatioa  systems  between  the 
services  often  meant  the  ATO  was  delivered  to  the  Carrier  and  Tomahawk  Land  Attack 
Missile  (TLAM)  capable  ships  only  a  few  hours  prior  to  tasking  for  that  day. 

CAFMS  has  been  replaced  by  CTAPS  (contingency  [tactical  air  command 

**  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  “C<«  for  the  Wnior."  J-6.WashiDgtoo.  D.C.:  2. 
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system]  automated  planning  system)  which  provides  for  a  common  computer  system 
architecture  adhering  to  joint  standards.  Additionally,  command  and  control  ships,  aircraft 
carriers  and  amphibious  command  ships  have  installed  SHF  capabilities  allowing  for 
CTAPS  connectivity.  Several  additional  initiatives  have  and  are  being  made  to  upgrade  C41 
architecture.  For  instance,  over  the  last  )<ear  the  Navy  has  “created  a  sophisticated 
command  and  control  system  aboard  command  ships  from  which  a  Joint  Task  Force  (JTF) 
commander  could  direct  air  strikes,  naval  maneuvers  and  even  an  amphibious  landing 
during  a  war  or  regional  crisis.  This  strategy  is  designed  to  support  and  defend  a  joint  task 
force  commander  at  sea,  either  aboard  a  command  flag  ship  or  an  aircraft  carrier.  That 
I^atform  also  will  be  able  to  support  a  sea-based  command  center  for  creating  and 
distributing  daily  air  tasking  orders  for  both  Navy  and  Air  Force  pilots  and  communicate 
instantly  with  leaders  in  Washington  and  at  naval  shore  commands.” 

In  the  case  of  combined  operations  with  allied  nations,  “a  recognition  of 
dependence  and  interdependence  also  calls  for  renewed  efforts  to  develop  and  deploy 
intert^rerable  military  equipment,  particularly  command,  control,  com.xunications  and 
intelligence  (C4I)  systems.  If  we  wm’k  with  friends  and  allies  in  most  future 
contingencies,  it  makes  sense  to  develop  in  peacetime  not  only  procedures  and 
understandings,  but  also  the  equipment  to  make  that  cooperation  as  smooth  as  possible.”” 
This  may  be  especially  true  for  forces  qrerating  in  Korea,  where  current  command 
relationships  integrate  forces  across  cultural  and  language  barriers.  That  was  not  the  case 
with  the  coalition  fcxces  during  DESERT  STORM.  Multiple  languages  and  not  enough 
time  to  estatdish  well  defined  command  relationships  only  allowed  for  decoufliction  of  the 
coalition  air  forces.  Combined  military  dforts  in  Korea  have  been  fostered  for  many 
decades.  U.S.  and  ROK  forces  train  and  exercise  together  in  combined  exercises  like 
TEAM  SPIRIT.  ROK  Air  Force  units  and  U.S.  Air  Force  units  share  airfields,  train 
together,  and  integrated  into  the  Tactical  Air  Ccntrol  Center  (TACQ.  Even  the  daily 
training  master  air  frfan  for  ROK-USAF  air  forces  is  called  the  Integrated  Tasking  Order 

"Don  Wad,  “East  MeeuWesC  Naw  Times.  10  January  1994, 13. 

"James  Blackwdl,  Kfidiad  J.  Mazan,  and  Don  M.  Snider.  The  Gulf  War  Nfilitarv  Lessons  Learned 
(Washington.  D.C.:  Center  for  Strategic  and  International  Studies.  July  1991),  9. 
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(FTO)  instead  of  an  ATO.  Yet,  despite  years  of  training,  cooperation  and  technological 
advancements,  communications  interoperability  likely  would  be  the  biggest  challenge  for  a 
Joint  Command-and-Control  (JCQ  ship,  like  the  Blue  Ridge,  in  a  major  regional 
contingency. 


CHAPTER  III 

Comparison:  Korean  War  and  Desert  Storm 

Although  they  happened  decades  apart  in  difTerent  parts  of  the  wcxld.  the 
Korean  war  and  the  Persian  Gulf  war  still  share  several  similarities,  which,  with  the  beneflt 
of  historical  hindsight,  are  easier  to  recognize  and  explore.  For  instance,  each  of  these 
conflicts  was  an  aggressive  and  immediate  action  that  both  surprised  U.S.  leadership  and 
oocurred  while  U.S.  military  forces  were  being  reduced  following  the  end  of  two  majcM’ 
wars-Worid  War  II  and  the  Cold  War.  respectively. 

One  can  only  speculate  about  the  consequences  if  Saddam  Hussein  had  not 
invaded  Kuwait  in  1990.  but  had  waited  two  or  three  years  later.  Would  we  have  been  able 
to  protect  naticmal  interests  in  the  re^cm  given  smaller  U.S.  forces?  Would  our  forces  have 
been  trained  and  eqidf^xd?  Wbuld  adequate  strategic  lift  have  been  available?  Fortunately 
for  the  United  States.  Iraq  invaded  Kuwait  prior  to  our  military’s  sustaining  major 
cutbacks,  and  the  United  States  was  able  to  mass  an  effective  coalition  of  forces  to  push 
Iraq  out  of  Kuwait 

Deqsite  the  relative  stability  of  Korea  today,  which  is  debatable,  the  United 
States  was  not  as  {aepated  in  June  of  1950  to  counter  Kim  II  Sung’s  communist  advance 
down  the  peninsula.  Rve  years  had  eltqjsed  since  the  end  of  Worid  War  II  and  U.S.  Armed 
Forces  were  severdy  reduced.  Mraeover,  the  various  services  were  fighting  among 
themselves  over  missioiis.  roles  and  ddense  ddlars.  This  rivalry  was  especially  heated 
between  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  as  each  competed  for  siqjeriority  of  the  air.  As  was  the 
caseprior  to  the  Persian  Gulf  war,  strange  fortune  threw  our  armed  forces  into  the  Korean 
conflict  diat  would  resunect  U.S.  forces  from  post  Worid  War  II  defense  cutbadcs.  The 
two  conflicts  ate  difldent  in  many  respects  including  geognqfdiy.  terrain,  climate,  enemy 
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cap^Iities  and  conviction.  However,  there  are  several  elements  that,  studied  in  the  context 
of  these  two  wars,  may  provide  valuable  lessons  for  conducting  joint  air  operations  in  the 


next  potential  conflict 

TheKoteanWar 

Korea  was  an  important  experience  for  naval  av  iation,  since  both  the  future 
employment  of  carrier  forces  and  the  Navy’s  future  acquisition  strategy  were  affected  by 
the  Korean  war.  The  war  was  also  an  important  lesson  for  the  Air  Force.  Prior  to  the 
north’s  invasimi  southward.  Air  Force  doctrine  and  stntu^  had  shaped  itself  around 
strategic  nuclear  systems  and  caf>abilities.  The  Far  East  Air  Force  (FEAF).  located  in 
Jspan,  had  conducted  very  little  Gose  Air  Support  (CAS)  training  with  the  US.  Eighth 
Army  stationed  in  Kona  because  CAS  missions  were  not  viewed  by  the  Air  Force  as  an 
eniective  means  of  utilizing  air  power  against  the  enemy.”  Additionally,  the  North  Koreans 
had  overrun  the  South  Korean  airbases  forcing  Air  Force  aircraft  to  fly  missions  from 
Japan.  Maneuverability  and  mobility  of  the  aircraft  carriers  allowed  naval  air  power  to  rr^ch 
most  targets  in  Korea  and  to  respond  mon  quickly  to  CAS  requests. 

The  overriding  problem  for  US.  forces  at  the  outset  of  the  war  was  the  lack  of 
an  effective  joint  command  structure.  The  Far  East  Cotiunand  (FEQ  of  General 
MacAithur  was  primarily  an  Army  staff  headquarters,  which  lacked  significant 
rqrresentation  of  the  Navy  and  Air  Force.*  This  ineffective  command  strucnire  hindered 
communication  and  ootxdination  of  the  joint  fcxces  to  the  point  that  CAS  requests  by  the 
Bghth  Army  were  severely  delayed  and  the  Air  Force’s  ability  to  respond  raixdly  to 
emergency  CAS  was  never  established  in  Korea.  Likewise,  naval  units*  limited 
communicatioQ  capabilities  made  command  and  cocidination  difficult  with  the  FEAF. 

The  issue  of  controlling  naval  air  resources  concerned  inadequate 
communications,  however  the  greater  concern  was  the  FEAFs  insistence  on  unifying 

*^RoaerF.Kwi)f.’TheU.S.  AifForeeIiiKfltca.’’Airpowcr  Journil.4.iio.  1  (Spring  1990):  32-33; 
adRkiuidP.  imiaa.TheN«vii  Air  in  Korea.  tBillimoin.Md:  Nautied  and  Avialioa  Publishing 
ComiMBy  of  America,  1966)  Both  antbon  provide  an  in-dqxh  analysis  ooooeraing  the  services’  views  of 
doaa  air  support. 

"William  WMomycr,  Airnoiwcr  in  Three  Wan.  (Wadiinaiiiii.D.C.:  Government  Printing  Oflloe, 
1978).S2-54. 
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command  of  all  theater  air  power  under  its  command.  Possibly,  the  problem  of  operational 

control  (OPCX3N)  of  air  assets  had  its  beginnings  at  this  juncture.  The  Navy  not  only 

suppmted  ground  forces  in  Korea,  but  was  responsible  for  sea  control,  the  sea  lines  of 

communicatiai.  fleet  defense,  and  defense  of  Formosa.*  The  FEAF  believed  that 

coordination  of  carrier  based  air  and  FEAF  air  operations  over  Korea  needed  to  be 

operationally  controiled  by  FEAF  to  get  ths  most  out  of  the  total  air  assets.  Naval  air 

never  relinquished  n*CON  of  its  air  assets,  but  both  sides  agreed  to  coordinate  (decrmflict) 

their  efforts.  Naval  air  was  given  an  Area  of  Responsibility  (AOR)  for  supporting  ground 

forces  along  the  Korean  east  coast  Rirt  of  the  problem  in  coordinating  efforts  was  the 

incompatible  communication  sy'stems  used  by  the  two  services.  ProUems  that  hindered  the 

effective  use  of  air  power  in  die  Korean  war.  however,  lend  themselves  to  interpretation  for 

future  wars.  The  first  lesson  learned  is  that  a  joint  command  structure  must  be  established 

and  properly  organized.  Second,  the  key  to  jointness  is  for  officers  to  understand  the 

application  air  power,  naval,  space,  and  land  warfare.*  The  Korean  war  provides  an 

important  example  of  integrating  air  interdiction  efforts  into  the  overall  campaign.  The 

‘'cause  and  eflect”  understanding  that  a  joint  officer  must  have  is: 

...  air  interdiction  and  ground  maneuver  must  be  synchronized  so  that  each 
complements  and  reinforces  the  other.  Synchronization  is  important  because  it 
can  create  a  dilemma  for  the  enemy  that  has  no  satisfactory  answ’er.  His  dilemma 
is  this:  if  he  attempts  to  counter  ground  maneuver  by  moving  rapidly,  he  exposes 
himself  to  unacceptable  losses  from  air  interdictirai;  yet  if  ne  employs  measures 
that  are  ^fective  at  reducing  losses  caused  by  air  interdiction,  he  cannot 
maneuver  fast  enough  to  counter  the  ground  component  of  the  campaign.  Thus, 
regardless  of  action  the  enemy  chooses  to  take,  he  faces  defeat^' 

Despite  the  obvious  disunity  of  effort  during  the  Korean  war  and  a  wealth  of  experience  to 
improve  upon,  it  has  taken  the  U.S.  military  40  years  to  approach  the  concept  of  unity  of 
effort  in  the  air. 


••Kfopf.37. 

"Ibid.,  43. 

*' Nee  T.  Biiighni, ‘Xjnund  Maneuver  wi  Air  InicrdictioD  in  the  Opcntional  Alt,”  EiQiBm&L 
(Mvdi  1989):  16-31. 
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Desert  Storm 

Iraq’s  invasion  into  Kuwait  on  2  August  1990  provided  the  U.S.  Forces  an 
opportunity  to  demonstrate  to  the  world  the  awesome  power  that  United  States 
teduiological  superiority,  precision  weapons  and,  most  importantly,  trained,  equipped  and 
motivated  professionals  could  bring  to  bear  on  an  aggressor.  A  great  deal  has  been 
reported  and  written  about  the  “Air  Campaign”  and  how  it  was  largest  and  most  successful 
air  operation  in  our  history. 

However,  lessons  from  the  Gulf  war  should  bear  in  mind  its  uniqueness. 

Biture  circumstances  will  never  be  exactly  the  same.  “The  region  itself  was  perfectly 
adapted  to  the  apjdication  of  air  power.  Unlike  in  Korea,  the  enemy  had  few  places  to  hide. 
Communication  and  logistics  lines  were  visible  and  easily  targetable.  Moreover,  coalitim 
forces  faced  an  enemy  that  was  inept  in  almost  every  aspect  of  warfare  beyond  intimidating 
a  civilian  population.”  The  initial  air  effort  easily  destro>’ed  the  Iraqi  air  defenses  and 
command  centers  which  the  deser;  terrain  was  unable  to  conceal.  Furthermore,  the  JFACC 
staff  had  live  months  to  provide  for  (banning  and  sustainment  of  the  air  operation. 

Unlike  the  Korean  war,  U.S.  leadership  had  effectively  organized  a  joint 
command  structure,  with  dear  command  lines  and  guidance  as  to  what  w'as  expected  of  the 
Joint  command  structure.  The  1966  Goldwater-Nichols  Defense  Departme'it 
Reorganization  Act  provided  that  guidance.  The  unified  chain  of  command  allowed  and 
provided  the  JFC  the  authority  to  assign  a  JFACC  making  it  possiUe  to  integrate  the  air 
effort  The  ability  to  determine  the  command  relationships  quickly  and  early-on  enaUed 
U.S.  leadership  and  the  military  to  hold  the  initiative  throughout  the  Gulf  war.  The  U.S. 
could  decide  when,  where,  and  how  the  campaign  would  begin. 

The  Gulf  war  was  “nearly  a  textbodc  application  of  U.S.  Air  Force  doctrine, 
with  the  other  services  ikying  important  supporting  but  not  starring  roles.’  ”  Despite  this 
assertion,  the  question  that  will  need  to  be  answered  for  the  next  conflict  is:  Can  airpower 


**  Jmt$  A.  Wiaacfdd  and  Dim  J.  Johmen.  Joint  Air  OncritioM:  Punuit  of  Unity  m  «iiit 

Coatiel.  19S2-1991.rAiBMPclii.Md.:Ni»illHiiittiieftieM.19g3V9g. 

Cub.  “LeMoaNuBibg  One."  Air  Force  Macmiie.  October 


1991.26-31. 


exert  the  same  leverage  in  future  conflicts  of  a  very  different  nature?**  In  the  Gulf  war, 
terrain  favored  the  use  of  air  power.  Mountainous  terrain  or  highly  populated  areas  would 
not  be  as  easy  for  air  operations  as  the  desert  Again,  we  need  to  be  careful  to  understand 
the  limit  of  our  succ^ses  and  where  they  may  not  achieve  the  same  results.  This 
possilnlity  exists  for  Korea  today. 

The  JFACXT  staff  in  Riyadh  was  primarily  an  Air  Force  staff.**  It  was  joint  only 
to  the  extent  of  liaison  and  coalition  officers  assigned  to  it  on  a  temporary  basis.  The 
JFACC  utilized  his  existing  component  staff  to  fulfill  many  of  the  JFACC  staff 
responsibilities.  Several  complaints  about  the  lack  of  sister  service  integration  are  for  the 
most  part  correct,  but  the  services  were  slow  to  fill  liaison  positions  with  enough  senior 
and  qualified  personnel  to  make  an  impact  on  the  staff.  The  Navy  provided  the  JFACC 
staff  only  a  small  number  of  action  officers  to  help  plan  and  control  joint  air  operations. 
Although  the  Air  Force  component  staff  numbered  approximately  3000,  only  about  40 
naval  officers  worked  on  the  JFACC  staff.**  The  importance  of  integrating  all  component 
services  into  a  joint  staff  provides: 

...  the  necessary  balance  against  any  parochialism  on  the  part  of  the  commander, 
senior  members  of  the  staff,  and  individuals  supporting  commanders.  But  even 
more  important,  it  ensures  that  the  JFACC  is  presented  with  a  broad  range  of 
views  and  expertise  as  he  arrives  at  and  executes  his  decisions.*' 

A  significant  problem  for  the  naval  units  at  sea  was  difficult  and  ineffective 
cmnmunications  with  the  joint  ctxnmand  structure  in  Riyadh.  As  mentioned  earlier,  the 
carriers  were  unaUe  to  receive  the  ATO  frwn  the  JFACC  via  CAFMS  due  to  the  lack  of 
SHF  ciq»bilities  aboard  the  ships.**  But  more  than  connectivity  w'as  at  issue.  Prior  to 


**  trumerdd  and  Jbtnsoa.  1 10. 

**  Dwi^  R.  Mou.  "JIACC:  'Hie  Joint  Air  Control  'Cold  War’  Continues Marine  Corns  Gazette 
77,  no.  1.  (January  1993):  dS. 

**  Petia  and  otben,  26. 

**  WimMfeldnd  Johnson.  135. 

**  Lyle  O.  Bien.  ‘Tiraa  the  Strike  Cdl.”  United  States  Naval  Institute  Proceedings  1 17  no.  6  (June 
1991);  59  ‘*Ibe  JR40C  air  laddog  order  (ATO)  proved  effective  in  managiiiy  3000  daily  sorties  flown  by 
ooalitioa  air  forces  thiiing  Desert  Storm,  but  the  48-hoor  ATO  cycle  did  not  permit  rapid  response  to  mobile 
tatgett.  In  a  more  dynamie  war.  only  a  reduced  ATO  cyde-which  appears  to  be  almost  |di>’sically 
impossibie~  or  greater  rdianoe  on  airaafl  standing  strip  or  atibone  alen  will  be  reituired.’' 
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DESERT  STORM,  naval  air  units  had  limited  training  in  Joint  air  operations  and  were  not 
familiar  with  the  air  tasking  cycle.  In  the  past,  naval  units  had  operated  in  combined 
exercises,  such  as  TEAM  SPIRIT,  but  unity  of  effort  was  limited  to  deconflicting  air  events 
between  the  services.  Very  little  emphasis  and  importance  was  fAaced  on  coordination 
between  Navy  and  Air  Force  staffs,  focusing  attention  on  unit  level  training  instead. 

Primarily,  the  Navy  was  unaccustomed  to  joint  operations.  A  joint  air  operation 
was  not  the  focus  of  its  planning,  training,  or  its  command  and  control  system.  Naval 
doctrine  still  adhered  to  its  Maritime  strategy;  operating  at  sea  against  the  Soviet  naval 
threat  Naval  leadership  subordinated  its  ccxnponent  command  and  advisory 
responsibilities  within  the  joint  force  (x-ganization  to  fleet  operational  responsibilities.  “The 
Navy’s  lack  of  foresight  to  immediately  augment  the  JFACC  with  a  major  staff  of  senior 
and  experienced  personnel  laid  the  foundation  for  the  lack  of  integration  in  both  the 
planning  and  execution  phases  of  the  campaign.’”* 

Despite  the  overall  successes  of  joint  air  operations  during  DESERT  STORM, 

the  Navy  recognized  it  had  to  improve  connectivity  problems  and,  most  importantly. 

prepare  and  train  its  personnel  to  qxrate  jointly.  Several  characteristics  of  joint  air 

operations  are  likely  to  be  repeated  in  future  conflicts,  ^oint  control  of  air  operations  under 

a  JFACC  will  be  required.  More  emphasis  will  be  made  on  stealth  technology, 

improvements  to  precision-guided  munitions  and  long-range  cruise  missiles,  and 

surveillance  systems  to  provide  commanders  with  required  intelligence.  However, 

Lobdell’s  assessment  is  right  on  the  mark  in  regard  to  where  the  Navy  needs  to  improve: 

Future  combat  operations  will  be  fought  within  the  JFC  structure.  The  Navy 
must  train  to  to  support  this  structure.  A  program  to  improve  joint 

operability  must  directly  address  lessons  learned  from  DESERT  STORM.  These 
would  include  1)  Joint  academic  training  at  the  operational  level. 

2)  InteroperaNlity  d*  ctxnmunications  and  battle  management  systems. 

3)  Development  of  a  joint  planning,  allocation  and  tasking  (ATO)  system  for  air 
qxrations. 

4)  The  staffing  of  joint  billet  assignments  with  the  Navy’s  best  personnel.*** 

**  John  D.  LobddI,  The  U.S.  Navy  and  the  JFACC  Concept"  Naval  War  College.  Operations 
Depailment.NWC3156.7. 

**Ibid..  16. 


CHAPTERIV 
Recent  Joint  Exercises 


Since  cessation  of  DESERT  STORM  combat  operations,  several  joint  exercises 
have  been  conducted  in  an  effort  to  improve  several  areas  of  JFACC  command  and 
coocdinatiofi.  OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘92  and  ‘93.  and  TANDEM  THRUST  *92  and  ‘93*' 
are  some  of  the  more  recent  examines  of  the  Navy’s  improvements  in  the  Joint  arena.  In 
each  exercise,  special  emphasis  was  {4aoed  on  integrating  the  JFACC  staff  and  utilizing 
improved  connectivity  to  command  and  control  systems  to  disseminate  the  ATO. 

JoialStiifflnitgration 

The  assignment  of  key  staff  tallets  was  a  noted  interservice  deficiency.  OCEAN 
VENTURE  *92  attempted  to  integrate  better  its  JFACC  staff  during  the  exercise.  The 
commanding  general  of  the  Twelfth  Air  Force  (12AI^  was  the  JFACC  His  staff  included 
component  augmentees  and  liaison  officers,  but  was  numerically  dominated  by  Air  Force 
officers.  Additionally,  the  JFACC  staff  and  air  component  were  one  and  the  same.^  Naval 
planners  still  were  reluctant  to  make  pnsonnd  availaUe  to  staff  key  billets  on  the  JFACC 
staff.  Most  of  the  naval  interaction  with  the  JFACC  was  via  the  JTCB.  Senior  naval 
personnel  were  included  as  members  of  this  board,  where  campaign  objectives  and 
apportionment  of  air  assets  were  reootiunended  for  change.  Often,  the  JTCB  acted  more 
like  an  agent  the  components  than  of  the  JPC  dui  to  the  services'  tendencies  to 
compartmmitalize  their  own  requirements  and,  thus,  tended  to  match  missions  to 
accomplish  spedfle  olgectives.* 

19 

TANDEMTHRUST*93wai  conducted  in  August  1993.  Seventh  Fleet,  aboard  USS  Blue  Ridge, 
wae  anigned  as  the  JFC  for  the  exciciie.  1b  dale,  deuil*  and  lesNos  learned  have  not  been  puUished. 

**  Peter  P.FOia  and  olhen.  The  Navv  and  the  JFAOl  MakinalTicm  Work  Together  Alexandria.  Va.: 
Center  for  Naval  Anslytit,  1993, 34.  CNR  202. 

^Perla.35 
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TANDEM  THRUST  ‘92  saw  improvements  toward  JFACC  staff  integration. 
Unlike  CXEAN  VENTURE  ‘92.  the  JFACC  and  JTCB  remained  afloat  with  the  JFC.  The 
core  element  of  the  JFACC  staff  comprised  the  Seventh  Air  Force’s  Tactical  Air  Command 
Center  (TACC).  However,  service  integration  was  more  evenly  distributed  among  the 
participating  services  and  key  billets  were  held  by  the  augmentees.^  During  the  exercise, 
the  JTCB  effectively  translated  the  JFC’s  campaign  objectives  into  apportionment  and 
targeting  guidance,  which  the  JFACC  used  to  allocate  sorties  for  strike  missions.  Overall. 
TANDEM  THRUST  *92  provided  divirion  of  responsibility  among  the  JFC.  JTCB.  the 
crnnponents  and  the  JFACC.^ 

OCEAN  VENTURE  *93  greatly  expanded  upon  the  lessons  learned  in  {M^evious 
joint  exercises.  Aided  by  vastly  improved  C4I  capabilities,  the  USS  Mount  Whitney 
(LCC-20)  operated  as  a  JCC  providing  requisite  space  to  host  the  JFC.  JFACC.  and 
several  critical  coordination  cells,  operational  and  intelligence  centers.*  More  importantly. 
OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘93  established  a  truly  joint  force  structure  contained  aboard  the  JCC. 
Second  Fleet  served  as  the  JFC  and  the  JFACC  w  as  Commander.  Carrier  Group  Six 
(COMCARGRU  SIX).  The  Deputy  JFC  and  JTCB  chairman  was  an  Army  major  general, 
embarked,  and  the  Deputy  JFACC  was  an  Air  Force  colonel.^  The  integrated  joint 
structure  also  extended  to  other  key  billets  on  the  JFACC  staff.  The  advantages  d*  co¬ 
locating  several  commanders  together  had  a  “synergistic  effect  through  the  dynamic  and 
personal  ‘eye-to-eye’  interplay  on  the  JTCB,  thus  allowing  early  or  preemptive  conflict 
resolution  and  providing  clear  guidance  for  producing  the  Joint  Integrated  Prioritized  Target 
List  (JITPL)***  This  would  suf^xxt  a  change  since  DESERT  STORM  in  Navy  attitude 

“Peri*.  37 

**  Ibid,  40.  The  JFC  ddineaied  the  caa^Mogn  plan  and  guided  what  role  air  power  would  play.  The 
JTCB  provided  dircctioa  for  the  components  and  JIACC.  but  refrained  from  telling  them  how  to  do  it  The 
compooenti  worked  hard  to  offo  as  many  excess  sorties  that  were  available,  instead  of  ‘padding’  their  need 
for  diitct  suppoft  sorties.  The  JFACC  m^  sure  that  the  overdl  air  effort  was  synchronized  with  the  JFC's 
theaKr  objectives. 

**  Robert  D.  Gourley,  **nine  For  A  Joint  Ship,"  United  States  Naval  Institute  Proceedings.  120.  no.  1 
(Imnaiy  1994):  59. 

”  Floyd  D.  Kennedy,  ‘Xjommanding  A  Joint  Air  Campaign-From  a  Stupr  United  States  Naval 
Institute  iWeedinas.  1 19.  no.  8  (  August  19»).  34. 

‘•Joint  Staff.  J7.  CDR  Mminer.  TTX  OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘OS”.  Jin  JA  file  no  60133-86986. 
(Januaiy  1994).  a  Joint  St^  After  Action  Rqwrt. 
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and  the  importance  placed  on  allowing  Naval  commanders  and  components  to  co-locate 
with  the  joint  structure  if  it  were  ashore.  Advanced  technology  and  even  improvements  in 
cormectivity  cannot  take  the  place  of  being  able  to  interface  directly  with  one  another. 

Given  the  successes  of  OCEAN  VENTURE  *93,  the  Navy  must  not  relax  its 
initiative  to  improve  JFACC  staff  integration  and  training  of  assigned  personnel.  The 
|»oblem  of  deciding  how  to  man  a  JFACC  staff  effectively  is  still  in  question.  A  means  f^ 
ixoviding  a  nucleus  of  trained  experts  to  perform  JFACC  duties  is  still  lacking.  During 
OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘93,  the  afloat  JFACC  was  staffed  by  personnel  “pulled”  from  other 
commands.^  “The  creation  of  a  standing  JFACC  staff  is  probably  not  justified,  aliliough  a 
cadre  cxganization  could  be  formed.  Each  service  could  be  required  to  designate  building- 
block  elements  to  staff  a  JFACC  headquarters,  and  this  capability  could  be  exercised  j 

periodically.*^ 

Interoperability  and  the  ATO 

The  greatest  naval  improvements  to  the  joint  air  planning  process  has  involved 
substantial  efforts  and  funding  to  upgra^le  and  modernize  naval  communications.  The 
essential  link  between  assignment  of  air  assets  and  their  tasking  is  the  ATO  document 
Much  oonsteniation  on  the  Navy’s  part  centered  around  transmitting  and  receiving  the  ATO. 

The  most  diflicult  iroblem  the  Navy  faced  with  the  ATO  was  its  delivery  and  acceptance 
via  existing  connectivity  paths.  As  a  result,  strike  planners  received  the  ATO  only  a  few 
hours  prior  to  its  execution,  limiting  thtxough  mission  planning.  Many  of  the 
communication  proNems  experienced  during  DESERT  STORM  are  being  fixed. 

Improvements  ate  still  being  made  throughout  the  Navy  so  that  many  of  the  critical 
command  ships  can  communicate  effectively  within  a  joint  structure. 

CTAPS,  which  replaced  the  CAFMS,  has  enabled  the  Navy  to  receive  the 
voluminous  AT  o  frexn  the  JFACC  in  a  timely  manner.  However  its  introduction  to  the  fleet 
was  not  well  planned.  As  with  CAFMS,  CTAPS  is  transmitted  via  SHF  circuits  and  the 


**  Joint  Suit,  Cdr  James,  “JFACC  Afloat  Cadre  of  Expem,"  Jin  J  it  file  no.  52636-10137.  (January 
1994),  a  Joint  StafT  After  Action  Report 
**vrinncrd(l,13& 
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ships  were  only  able  to  receive,  as  a  “remote”  termin.'J,  infoimaiion  via  CTAPS.*' 
Nonnally,  command  ships  and  carriers  have  only  two  incoming  SHF  circuits  and  several 
communication  requirements  compete  for  the  limited  connectivity.  Additionally,  the  data 
rate  required  to  operate  CTAPS  is  immense.  Currently.  CTAPS  standards  are  modem  and 
suitable  for  interoperability.  During  OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘92  CTAPS  functions  were 
limited  by  software.  However  the  exercise  demonstrated  communications  connectivity 
between  the  Mount  Whitney,  components,  and  Air  Force  Wing  Operation  Centers 
(WOCs).” 

Fortunately  these  interoperability  problems  are  being  addressed  now.  as  is  the 
capability  to  “host”  CTAPS  as  an  afloat  JFACC.  OCEAN  VENTURE  ‘93  demonstrated 
the  LCC’s  ability  to  host  CTAPS  as  the  afloat  JFACC.**  While  the  Navy  gains  the 
capability  to  further  exfdoit  CTAPS  use,  it  also  must  emphasize  training  for  personnel  not 
only  to  operate  it,  but,  as  importantly,  to  maintain  the  equipment  Since  CTAPS  was 
Ocvel<^)ed  and  fielded  by  the  Air  Force,  the  Navy  has  relied  on  Air  Force  personnel  to 
install  and  maintain  the  equipment  Unforeseen  contiiigencies  require  the  Navy  to  support 
manning  and  training  of  personnel  to  effectively  use  CTAPS.** 

The  issue  is  not  whether  the  ATO  is  useful  but  rather  how  it  can  be  improved. 
Experience  points  to  the  need  fm*  an  interactive  planning  and  information  dissemination 
system  that  can  meet  timelines  imposed  by  modem  warfare.  The  Navy  should  continue  to 
fund  and  pursue  automated  information  systems  that  are  csqxibie  of  exchanging  information 
among  all  elements  of  a  jdnt  force.  The  need  for  interoperability  cannot  be  overstated. 


*'  U.S.  DqMmment  of  the  Air  Force,  Deputy  Qiief  U  SiafT,  Plans  and  Operations  Headquarters, 

JFACC  ftimer.  Washington,  D.C.;  August,  1992, 36. 

"Ibid.,  37. 

**  Joint  Staff,  CDR  Janies.  "LCC  Optimum  Ship  To  Host  Afloat  JFACC."  JULLS  file  no.  52648- 
18333.  (January  1994),  A  Joint  Staff  After  Action  Report 

**  C  R.  Rtmdestvedt.  "Putting  the  JFACC  to  the  Test"  United  States  Naval  Institute  Proceedings. 

120,  no.  1  (January  1994)  6041.  CapUnnRondestvedt  provides  a  good  post  exercise  perspective  as  for  the 
need  of  a  JFACC  training  program.  Personal  experience  with  CTAPS  demonstrates  this  point  The  Navy 
first  fielded  CTAPS  aboard  the  USS  Independence  (CV-62)  at  the  outset  of  SOUTHERN  WATCH.  CTAPS 
wasclilladevdopmental  Air  Fr  .  system  not  fully  ready.  Operational  urgency  placed  CTAPS  in  the 
Southwest  Asia  Command  (CJTF  SWA)  and  aboard  the  cairiec  Training  and  stqspoit  was  not  provided  to 
dw  cairiCT,  de^te  repeated  requests  to  CJTF  SWA.  From  (TTAPS  installment  to  the  carrier’s  departure  from 
the  AOR,  (20  August-lS  September  1992)  the  ship  never  received  a  single  ATO  via  CTAPS.  Standard  naval 
measaga  and  air  oouricr  service  were  the  means  with  wUdi  the  the  battle  group  received  the  ATO. 


CHAPTER  V 

Conclusions  nnd  Recommendations 


The  valuable  insight  and  lessons  learned  that  we  are  aUe  to  gather  from  past 
experiences  need  to  be  consciously  ai^lied  to  future  exercises  and  possible  military 
contingencies  that  U.S.  forces  might  become  invdved  in.  Air  power  theory,  service 
prejudices,  and  joint  doctrine  have  beat  sufficiently  analyzed.  The  task  for  joint  ofTicers  is 
to  fully  comprehend  and  understand  jcant  doctrine  as  it  applies  to  operational  warfighting. 
The  JFACC  staff  officer  should  not  have  to  concern  himself  with  service  prejudice,  he  is 
too  preoccupied  witli  planning  and  coordinating  missions  for  air  unity  of  efTort 

Lessons  of  coordinated,  not  joint,  operations  from  the  Korean  war  still  remain 
valid  Coimnartd  and  control,  as  well  as  connectivity  support,  will  be  critical  should  the 
United  States  find  itself  engaged  in  another  Korean  conflict  Reliable  C4I  is  critical  to  the 
JFACC’s  mission.  Joint  doctrine  does  not  adequately  address  procedures  for  moving  the 
JFACC  staff  from  ashore  to  an  afloat  JCC  The  Navy  should  take  the  lead  on  this  issue 
and  test  the  movement  of  the  JFACC  headquarters  during  a  joint  or  combined  exercise. 

In  DESERT  STORM,  naval  air  forces  were  initially  unprepared  to  participate  in  a 
large-scale  joint  air  operation.  Fortunately  a  coqietative  and  militarily  inept  Iraqi  regime 
allowed  naval  forces  time  to  gain  the  experience  need  to  be  a  team  playo*  in  the  air  war. 
Because  of  vivid  lessons  learned  from  the  Persian  Gulf  war,  naval  leadership  recognized 
areas  of  weakness  and  has  embarked  on  an  aggressive  program  to  tight  its  ship. 

The  fleet  exercises  have  demonstrated  a  great  deal  of  progress  on  the  Navy’s 
part  OCEAN  VENTURE  and  TANDEM  THRUST  exercises  have  patiently  and 
deliberately  brought  the  JFACC  afloat  concept  to  the  pdnt  where  it  provides  the  joint 
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commander  flexibility,  and  adaptive  C4l  systems  are  being  prov  ided  to  ships  that  may 
embark  a  JFC  or  JFACC. 
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The  Navy  needs  to  expand  its  operational  exercises  to  include  larger  combined 
exercises,  such  as  TEAM  SHRIT.”  Practicing  the  transfer  of  JFACC  duties  from  a  shore 
facility  to  an  afloat  JCC  ship  could  be  worked  into  the  exercise.  This  type  of  exercise, 
combined  with  an  amphibious  assault,  would  surely  test  the  joint  command  infrastructure. 
In  summary,  naval  leadership  and  naval  air  forces  should  direct  efforts  to: 

1)  Establish  an  education  and  training  curriculum  similar  to  the  Air  Force  model  that  will 
provide  the  necessary  “cadre  of  expens”  when  there  is  a  need  for  manning  a  JFACC  staff. 

2)  Stress  complete  integration  of  the  JFACC  staff  to  ensure  it  is  truly  joinL 

3)  Continue  to  install  and  accelerate  C4I  improvements  aboard  command  ships,  carriers  and 
amphibious  command  ships. 

4)  Continue  to  schedule  joint  and  ccxnbined  exercises  to  train  and  familiarize  more  officers 
in  jmnt  air  tolerations.  Current  naval  air  schHuling  prxxxdures  should  incorporate  the  joint 
];danning  process  and  automated  planning  i  ;  ols  for  every  day  use. 


"JohaROahMi.'  '•  .Kcw  Era."  Uoited  Slalra  Naval  Insiitute  Proceedings.  1 19.  no.  8  (August 
1999).  33*36.  LIGEN  C.  4  traa.  I'SA.  ralind.  pravidra  a  good  account  of  OCEAN  VENTURE  93.  More 
inyoiiaBlIy  his  obaavadoai  >r-  inds  iadgfai  as  to  when  the  Navy  needs  to  continue  evaluating  JFACC. 
fiinriag  psMkipaiad  ia  TEAM  SFIRIT  *99. 1  can  appraciaK  the  n^  for  inqKOved  jointness  in  the  Korean 
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